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REMAltKS 

This is a full and timely response to the outstanding final Office Action mailed 
Decjbmber 28, 2005, Through this response, claims 1 and 21 have been amended to 
con 3ct for proper grammar. Reconsideration and allowance of the application and 
pen ling claims 1-33 are respectjRilly requested. 


L Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 112, First Paragraph 

Claims 1, 11, and 21 have been rejected under 35 US.C. § 1 12, furst paragraph, for 

the :>bjections cited in the Office Action against Applicants' specification. The Office 
Actipn asserts the following on pages 2 and 3: 

The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that tibie inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. The examiner cannot determine the 
added limitations to claim 1, 11 and 21 due to the lack of further description 
inthe^ecification. 

TTiere is no show of an optional filter and DC collection or a 
selective or alternate path showing the next process of implemOTtalion if the 
DC offset correction and filter is not performed. 

The limitations can read on the DC-offset and filters having 
switchable bandwidths as stated in the specification, however, the recited 
limitations does not recite a selective or switchable bandwidth, thus sucli a 
description does not effectively explain the limitations of "selectively 
filter[ing] and DC-ofifset correction". 

App icants respectfiilly submit that Section 211 1 of the MPEP provides guidance on proper 

inter jretation of claims that are particularly relevant to the rejections: 

During patent examination, the pending claims must be given their broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specificatipn. 
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The broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims must also be consistent 
with the interpretation that those skilled in the art would reach. 
With regard to the jfirst guideline, Applicants respectfully note that the Office Action 

I has shown extensive support in the specijgcation for an interpretation that the system 

"sell^ctively chooses a band or type of communication mode." hi fact, the alternative 

intejbretation of "filterixxg and correcting DC-offsets occasionally or selectively'' has no 

support in the ^ecij5cation. Thus, to interpret the claims in a manner that is inconsistent 

the specification is contrary to the first above-mentioned guideline, and is thus 

oper. 

With regard to the second guideline, Applicants have attached Exhibit A, which is a 
webl page fiom the Merriam-Webster On Line Dictionary for the term selective and 
sele|tively. Applicants believe that one skilled in the art would und^stand that selective, as 
used in the specification and claims of Applicants' patent application, pertains to the 
defijiition '"hi^y specific in activity or effect." In other words, an int^pretation whereby a 
syslm "selectively chooses a band or type of communication mode" would be an 
intei pretation that those skilled in the art would reach. Accordingly, the altemative 
I intei pretation "filtering and collecting DC-offsets occasionally or selectively' as provided 
by t|e Office Action is an improper interpretation in that one skilled in the art would not 
be the claim language to this interpretation based on the Applicants' specification. 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection under 35 US.C. § 112, first 
paraj^aph, be withdrawn. 

Applicants also wish to note that Applicants are amenable to amending the claim 
langbage per Examiner's suggestion , if the Examiner indicates the allowability of subject 
matt sr pursuant to such claim amendments. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C § 102(b) or 35 U,S.C. § 103(a) 
A. Statement of the Rejection 

Claims 1, 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 16, 20-22, 25, 27 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102|b) as allegedly anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as obvious 
Isberg et al CIsberg;' U.S. PaL No. 6,029,052). Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejdbtion. Applicants address the claim rejection under Section 102 and omit addressing the 
argi ments made under Section 103 without any admission, implied or otherwise, since it 
jars that the Office Action is assexting the 102 rqection based on a first interpretation 
system selectively chooses a band or type of communication mode"), and asserting 
Secjlion 103 based on a second interpretation ("filtering and correcting DC-offsets 
occ^ionally or selectively"). As AppUcants respectfully submit that the second 
inte pretation i$ erroneous, as explained previously, Applicants address the arguments 
perl uning to 35 U.S-C. § 102(b) as applied to tibie first interpretation. Further, althou^i 
ind( pendent claims 1, 11, and 21 are listed under the 102(b) rejection, clainw 1 1 and 21 are 


not 


ipecifically addressed. Applicants assume that the 0£Gice Action is using the arguments 


pre^ted for claim 1 to claims 1 1 and 2 1 also. 
B. Discussion of the Rejection 

It is axiomatic that "[ajnticipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art 
refefence of each element of the claim under consideration/' JfT L. Gore A Associates, Inc. 

(hrhck Inc., Ill R2d 1540, 1554, 220 U.S.P.Q. 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983)(emphasis 
add( d). Therefore, eveiy claimed feature of the claimed invention must be represented in 
the j pplied reference to constitute a proper rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 
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In the presejit case, not every feature of the claimed invention is represented in the 
IsbS-g reference. 
Independent Claim 1 

Claim 1 recites (with emphasis added): 

1. A method for receiving signals based on a plurality of systems, the . 
method comprising: 

converting a first signal based on a first system to a first baseband 

signal; 

converting a second signal based on a second system to a second 
baseband signal; 

processing the first baseband signal using baseband components; 

and 

processing the second baseband signal using the baseband 
components, wherein processing the first baseband signal and the 
second baseband signal comprises selectively filtering and selectively 
DC-offset correcting the first and second baseband signals. 

Api licants respectfully submit that Isberg does not disclose at least the emphasized claim 
feat Jies. On page 4, the OjBBice Action asserts that the above-mentioned claim features are 
fouj id in Isberg by virtue of a bandsplitter for selecting a band mode. AppEcants disagree, 
sine e there is no mention of selectively DC-otffsei correcting found in Isberg. In fact. Col. 
3, l||nes 52 and 53 provide for conventional baseband processing circuitry in Isberg. None 
of i|he cited references disclose setectivefy DC-ojS^ei correaing, and thus, Applicants 
resi|ectfiaHy request that the rejection to independent claim 1 be withdrawn. 

Because independent claim 1 is allowable over Isberg, dependent claims 2-10 are 
alloivable as a matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 2-10 contain all 
iledlients of their respective base claim. See, eg., In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 (Fed. Cir. 
198fe) 
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Ind^endent Claim 1 1 

Claim 1 1 recites (with emphasis added): 

11. A multi-mode receiver system for processing signals based on a 
plurality of systems, comprising: 

a baseband section configured to process a first baseband signal 
based on a fibrst system using baseband components, wherein the baseband 
section is further configured to process a second baseband signal based on 
a second system using the baseband components, wherein the baseband 
components comprise selectable low-pass filters and selectable DC-offset 
correction elements. 


Apf Hcants respectfully submit that Isberg does not disclose at least the emphasized claim 

feat ires. On page 4, the Office Action asserts that the above-mentioned claim features are 

{; fom d in Isberg by virtue of a bandsplitter for selecting a band mode. Applicants disagree, 

sines there is no mention of selectable DC-offset correction elements found in Isberg. 

Sin< e none of the cited references disclose selectable DC-^ff^ei correction elemeniSy 

Apijlicants respectfully request that the rqection to independent claim 1 1 be withdrawn. 

Because independent claim 1 1 is allowable over Isberg, dependent claims 12-20 are 

allollvable as a matter of law. 

Independent Claim 21 

Claim 21 recites (with emphasis added): 

21. A transceiver, comprising: 

means for transmitting signals; 
means for receiving signals, wherein the means for receiving includes pre- 
converting processing means; 

means for converting a first signal based on a first system to a first 
baseband signal; 

means for converting a second signal based on a second system to 
a second baseband signal; and 

means for processing the first baseband signal, herein the means 
for processing the first baseband signal is used for processing the second 
baseband signal, wherein the means for processing the first baseband 
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signal comprises means for selectively filtering and means for selectively 
DC'Offset correcting the first and second baseband signals. 


App licants respectfully submit that Isberg does not disclose at least the emj)hasized claim 
feat ires. At least since there is no mention of means for selectively DC-offset correcting 
I foui d ixi Isberg, or any of the cited references* Applicants respectfully request that the 
reje ;tion to independent claim 21 be withdrawn. 

Because independent claim 21 is allowable over Isberg, dependent claims 22-27 are 
allolvable as a matter of law. 

Due to the shortcomings of the Isberg reference described in the foregomg. 
Applicants respectfully assert that Isberg does not anticipate Applicants' claims. Therefore, 
Ap] licants respectfkiUy request that the rejection of these claims be withdrawn. 

m. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
A. Statement of the Rejection 

Claims 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 19, 23, 24, 26 have been regccted under 35 
C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable ov&x: Isberg in view of Peterzell et al 
'F^terzell" U.S. Pat. No, 6,694,129B2). Claims 12 and 13 have been rejected under 35 
C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over in view of Robinett (^*Robinetty^ U.S. 
No. 20020193108). Claims 28-33 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
;edly unpatentable over Isberg in view of Peterzell, Applicants respectfully traverse 
thd e rejections. 
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B. Discussion of the Rejection 

As has been acknowledged by the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, the U.S. 
PatJat and Trademark Office C*USPTO") has the burden under section 103 to establish a 
priH a facie case of obviousness by showing some objective teaching in Die prior art or 
gen Tally available knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art that would lead that 
indi /idual to the claimed invention. See In re Fine, 837 F,2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596, 1598 
(Fet . Cir. 1988). The Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP) section 2143 
disc asses the reqtiirements of a prima facie case for obviousness. That section provides 
as fpllows: 

To establish a prima fade case of obviousness, three basic criteria 
must be met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in 
the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference 
teaching. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach 
or suggest all the claim limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make 
the claimed combination and reasonable expectation of success must be 
foimd in the prior art, and not based on applicant's disclosure. 

In the present case, Applicants respectfully submit that a prima facie case for 
ob\||iousness has not be^ established. 

De|encleDt Claims 3, 4^ 6, 7, 9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 19, 23, 24, and 26 

Isberg does not disclose^ teach, or suggest at least the above mentioned 
emphasized features of indep«nident claims 1, 11, and 21. It is respectlully submitted 
tha Peterzell does not remedy these deficiencies. Since dependent claims 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 
10, 15j 17, 18, 19, 23, 24, and 26 inherit the limitations of the respective independent 
clams 1, 11, and 21, Applicants respectfully submit that Isberg and Peterzell fail to 
dis ;lose, teach, or suggest the features of claims 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 19, 23, 24, 
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and 26. Thus, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection to these claims be 
witHdrawn. 

Additionally, the Office Action alleges on page 7 with regard to claim 9 tliat "it is 

inherent that the sampUng rates found in the baseband processor would vary to 

acc< iranodate the. Nyquist thereom/' Applicants respectiRiUy disagree with this inherency 

argiment According to MPEP 2112, *Tn relying upon the theory of inherency, the 

exa niner must provide a basis in fact and/or technical reasoniug to reasonably support the 

det( rmination that the allegedly inherent characteristic necessarily flows from the teachings 

of llie applied prior art." (emphasis not added) There is no mention in either Isberg or 

Pet\ rzell about varying the sampling rates (i.e., a baseband component having a fbrst and 

I sec^md sampling rate). In Peterzell^ col. 8, lines 45-57 provide as follows: 

FIG. 5 depicts one RF signal path including one duplexer 312, one LNA 
320 and one BPF 330. However, multiple RF signal paths may be included 
in receiver 200. Each signal path may correspond to one or more particular 
operating frequency bands of receiver 200. For instance, receiver 200 may 
include respective Cellular, PCS, IMT, and GSM signal paths. Each RF 
path may include, as needed, a duplexer, switch, and/or bandpass filter, a 
LNA, a BPF, and I and Q xnixeirs. Additionally, simultaneous GPS 
reception while operating with other modes may require separate LO 
generation, baseband ampUfiers, analog low-pass filters, analog-to-digital 
converters, I/Q digital processing, and demodulation. 


Thi it appears that sq>arate paths may need to be provided to accommodate different 
san ipling requirements, and thus the alleged inherency does not necessarily fcllovy. Thus, 
apf licants respectfully traverse this finding of inherency and request that the rejection on 
thele grounds be withdrawn. 
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Dej endent Claims 12 and 13 

Isberg does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least the above mentioned 
emi hasized features of independent claim 11. It is respectfully submitted that Peterzell 
doe; not remedy these deficiencies. Since dependent claims 12 and 13 inherit the 
limtations of independent claim 11, Applicants xespectfully submit that Isberg and 
Pet \rzetl fail to disclose, teach, or suggest the features of claims 12 . and 13. Thus, 
Ap) licants respectfully request that the rejection to these claims be withdrawn. 
Inqjependent Claim 28 and Dependent Claims 29-33 

Applicants respectfully note that our last response has not been adequately 
addbessed in this final Office Action, and thus respectfully request that the finality of this 
Ofi ce Action be withdrawn and the fact that the Goldsmith reference is not a proper 
ant cipatoiy reference be addressed in the next action. It is asserted in the Office Action 
; (Pa ;es 8 and 9) that Isberg "does not disclose a digital-broadcast system that shares the 
cor imon baseband processor,"' and ihzt Peterzell "does not explicitly discJose processing 
dig ta] broadcasted signals." However, the Office Action then submits a non-patent 
[ pul lication document dated 2004 to apparently remedy the deficiencies of Peterzell and 
Isb 'rg. Of course, the non-patent publication document is an improper anticipatory 
ref( rence as it does not pre-date the filing date of Applicants' disclostire. Thus, because 
Pet erzelt and Isberg fail to disclose, teach, or suggest all of the claimed limitations of 
ind Jpendent claim 28^ Applicants respectfiilly request that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Because independent claim 28 is allowable over Isberg, dependent claims 29-33 are 
alldwable as a matter of law. 
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Additionally, the OfiBice Action alleges with regard to claim 30 that "since each 
mo(|e uses a different frequency^ it would be inherent that the bandwidths use to process 
: eacll mode must change. Applicants disagree^ and respectfully traverse this finding of 
I inherency. As pointed out in the discussion pertaining to claims 9 and 18, one possibility 
for ] irocessing would be to add signal paths. Nothing in Isberg (or Peterzell) discusses or 
teacj les the switchable bandwidths of a DC-correction element as alleged by the OfJice 
Action. In fact, it is pointed out in Isberg that Isberg" s, system employs "conventional 
bas|band processing" (col. 3, lines 50-53). Thus, Applicants respectfully request that the 
reje||:tion of dependent claim 30 be withdrawn. 

Further, with regard to dependent claims 32 and 33, inherency is again alleged 
wit| regard to varying sampling rates. As discussed in association with claims 9 and 18, 
Ap|licants respectfully traverse this finding of inherency since separate signal paths may 
be < mployed. Thus, applicants respectjfuUy request tihat the rejection to claims 32 and 33 
be ^thdrawn. 

In summaiy, it is Applicants' position that a prima facie for obviousness has not 
bedji made against Applicants' claims. Therefore, it is respectfiilly submitted that each of 
the^ e claims is patentable over the art of record and that the rejection of these claims should 
be ik^ithdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectfully submit that Applicants' pending claims are in condition 
for Allowance, Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the present application and all 
pealing claims are hereby courteously requested. Any other statements in the Office 
I Acti on that are not explicitly addressed herein, are not intended to be adniitted. In 
add tion, any and all findings of inherency are traversed as not having been shown- to be 
nec|ssarily present. Furthennore, any and all findings of well-known art and official 
notite, and similarly interpreted statements, should not be considered well known since 


the jpffice Action does not include specific factual findings predicated on sound technical 
and scientific reasoning to support such conclusions. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a 
tele|honic conference would expedite the examination of this matter^ the Examiner is 
invfed to call the undersigned attorney at (770) 933-9500. 

Respec^ly submitted^ 



David Rodack 
Registration No. 47,034 


THOMAS, KAYDEN, 
» )RSTEMEYER & RISLEY, LX J. 

Suiel750 

IOC Galleria Parkway KW. 
Atli nta, Georgia 30339 
(77 )) 933-9500 
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One entry found for selective. 


Main Entry: se'Iective 4> 
Pronunciation: s&-'iek-tiv 
Function: adfeciive 

1 : of, relating to, or characterized by selection : selectjj ing or 
tending to select 

2 : highly specific in activity or effect <selective pest5cide5> 
<selective absorption> 
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